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Inclusion and the SOLs

Abstract
This study examined the perceptions of general educators towards the educational
placement of students with mild mental retardation within the general education
classroom and the implications, if any, that the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL)
have on instructional modifications. The subjects were elementary, middle, and high
school general education teachers. The data were collected through a Likert scale
questi01maire using both descriptive and inferential statistics tested at a .05 significance
level. The results indicated no significant differences in the perceptions of SOL based 011
school level teaching and years of experience. However, the findings did suggest
significant differences between preparedness and teaching status, inclusion perceptions
and years of experience, prevalence perceptions and accommodations, and providing
modifications under pressure and gender.
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The Effects of Inclusion and the Virginia Standards of Learning on Students with
Mild Mental Retardation
During the 1990s educational debates began concerning including
students with mild mental retardation into regular education classrooms to benefit their
social abilities and academic achievement. This instructional strategy, called full
inclusion, as well as its implications to everyone involved, has been the center of much
controversy. Over the past decade, a variety of programs have been created to aid and
provide support services to included students with mild mental retardation as well as their
regular education teachers.
Classification Model for Mental Retardation
Classification in the field of mental retardation has had a long history of
employing a deficit model. Classification efforts as early as the mid-19 th century
categorized students with mild mental retardation as imbeciles and those with severe
disabilities as idiots. Around the turn of the century, educators and medical personnel
experienced difficulty in establishing a true definition for individuals with mental
retardation. A more humane classification did not exist until the development of mental
tests when deficit levels were established according to severity of mental retardation
(Chamberlain, Denning, Polloway, Smith & Smith, 1999). With the introduction of
mental tests, such as the IQ test, a truer and more specific definition was formed.
In 1914, Doll (in Heward & Orlansky, 1992) suggested six criteria that became
essential to the definition of mental retardation: social incompetence due to menta I
subno1mality which has been developmentally arrested, which obtains at maturity, is of
constitutional origin, and is essentially incurable. According to the American
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Association on Mental Retardation (NICHCY, 2000), a student with mild mental
retardation must have significantly subaverage intellectual functioning, an impairment
resulting from an injury, disease, or abnormality that existed before age 18, and have an
impairment in adaptive abilities. Subaverage intelligence is defined as two standard
deviations below the average intelligence i.e. an IQ of 70. Individuals with mental
retardation must b classified during the developmental period not after.

daptive

impairments are said to be those that impair an individual's ability to adapt or function in
daily life (AAMR, 1992). Mental retardation is not a disease, and it should not be
confused with mental illness (NICHCY, 2000). All individuals with mental retardation
are not the same. They are classified into four levels based on their IQ. Thus, an
individual with an IQ between 55 and 70 is classified as mild or needing intermittent
support.
Approximately, one percent of the general population has mental retardation
(NICHCY, 2000). The U.S. Department of Education estimates that during the 19971998 school year, 603,111 students ages 6-21 were classified as having mental
retardation and were provided services by the public schools (N[CHCY, 2000).
Dual System of Education
Since the turn of the century, professionals have discussed the classific ation and
placement of students with mental retardation. Placement can be defined as the setting in
which the child with disabilities receives instruction (Arnold & Dodge, 1994). Because
professionals thought these students did not need an education, they did not go to school.
However, with the 1954 court case, Brown vs. the Board of Education, the Supreme
Court ruled that all students, regardless of race, sex, or disability, should receive an equal
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opportunity education. Again the question of placement arose. Special schools were
established to educate students according to disability and severity. Special schools are
places where students with disabilities receive more than fifty percent of their education
during the school day (Henry & McLesky, 1999).
Since special education began, two types of education have coexisted, special and
regular. The main difference between regular and special education is that in regular
education, the system dictates the curriculum; in special education, the child dictates the
curriculum (Lieberman, 1985). Although special education is technically a subsystem of
regular education, in effect, a dual system of education has operated, each with its own
pupils, teachers, supervisory staff, and funding systems (Stainback, 1984). For this
reason, many critics feel that a separate group of students requiring special individualized
services to meet their instructional needs does not exist. These critics suggest that regular
and special education be merged together to meet the needs of all students under one
roof
The Regular Education Initiative
The emphasis on inclusion evolved as a result of the reform efforts of the 1980s
and 1990s designed to restructure the relationship between general and special education
D
to serve students with disabilities more efficiently ( aniels & Vaughn, 1999).
Mainstreaming was prima rily concerned with access, but questions about how students
should best be taught still remained unanswered (Gottlieb, 1981). The l 980's reform
effort that attempted to answer this question was the regular education initiative (REI)
(Coates, 1989). This refonn called for a unitary education system that proposed a merger
between the special education student and the regular education student (Haggard &
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Hogan, 1999). The REI was based on the following assumptions: students are more alike
than different, so special instruction is not required; good teachers can teach all students;
all students can be provided with a quality education without reference to traditional
special education categories; general education classrooms can manage all students
without any segregation; and physically separate education is inherently discriminating
and inequitable (Kavale & Forness, 2000). Although this reform effort attempted to fuse
special education and regular education together, little empirical evidence supported it.
In fact, an REI debate ensued among individuals classifying themselves as abolitionists
and conservationists.
Abolitionists contended that the special education program should be provided
within the realm of general education while conservationists hold the view that such a
move was too drastic, unwan-anted, and tended to emphasize the social integration of
students above their other needs (Malloy, 1997). Responsible inclusion may be the best
model for eliminating this debate because responsible inclusion addresses the individual
needs of students within the context of permeable boundaries between general and special
education (Malloy, 1997).
Definitions of Inclusion
For more than a decade, a debate has simmered within the disability community
over how best to reform special education services (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994 ). The ft rst
group demanding major changes can be split into two kinds of full inclusionists: those
who argue for a complete dismantling of special education, and those who say special
educators should provide services to special education students but only in regular
classrooms. Both types of full inclusionists argue similarly that special education
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students should be educated in the regular education classroom only. The second group
consists of those administrators who believe that inclusion will reduce education costs by
combining the special and regular education classes into one. However, what both of
these groups are lacking are the concerns for the student. Unfotiunately, the students
themselves continue to be the victims. The students have not failed. Rather, "the system"
has failed the students.
Responsible inclusion may be the best model for eliminating this debate;
however, multiple interpretations of inclusion exist. According to Salend and Duhaney
(1999), inclusionary schools seek to establish communities of learners by educating all
students together in age-appropriate, general education classrooms in neighborhood
schools. Scott, Vitale, and Masten (1998) argued that inclusionary classrooms are likely
to contain students exhibiting substantial diversity in cognitive abilities, language skills,
)earning styles, and behavior patterns. According to Kavale and Forness (2000), inclusion
is a movement seeking to create schools that meet the needs of all students by
establishing learning communities for students with and without disabilities who are
educated together in age appropriate general education classrooms in neighborhood
schools. According to Crockett and Kauffman (1998), al.I students with disabilities
receive services in the regular education classroom, but only on a part time basis for
some. Although no specific consensus exists about the definition of inclusion, inclusion
is generally considered a movement to merge regular education and special education so
that all students are educated in general education classrooms (Turnball, Turnball, Sh,mk,
& Leal, 1995). According to the U.S. Department of Education (1997), 95% of students
with disabilities are served in general education settings.

I
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A regular or general education setting is that in which students receive special
education and related services outside of the general education classroom for less than
twenty-one percent of the school day. The law that defines this placement is PL 105-17
or The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1997. The IDEA represents a
national commitment to provide free, appropriate public education for students with
disabilities. Further, the law is an effort to end the isolation of students with disabilities
by requiring that they be educated with their nondisabled peers to the maximum extent
possible (Yell, 1998). This law also says that all placements must be within the student's
least restrictive enviromnent. The least restrictive environment, included in PL 94-142,
means that:
"all handicapped children are educated with children who
are not handicapped to the maximum extent possible and
that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal
of handicapped children from the regular education
envir01m1ent occurs only when the nature or severity of
the handicap is such that education in regular classes with
the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be
achieved satisfactorily" (NICHCY, 2000, p. 3).
Thus, legally, a least restrictive environment must satisfy two criteria: students
with disabilities must receive an education appropriate to their unique learning needs, and
they must do so in as close proximity as possible to normally developing, age-appropriate
peers (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). Federal legislation for educating students with disabilities
guides the selection of educational placements on the basis of the least restrictive
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environment, which must encourage the promotion of social interaction between students
with disabilities and their non-disabled peers and must provide students an appropriate
education (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998). If a child requires a more restrictive environment than
that of the general education classroom, IDEA requires school districts to have a
continuum of alternative placements available. The law does not mandate inclusion, but
only encourages it as a placement option.
In response to IDEA's requirements, Fuchs (cited in Good, Powell-Smith, &
Shinn, 1996) prepared a reintegration model to support the transfer of those students with
disabilities within "pull out" programs or special schools and classes, into the general
education classroom. His responsible reintegration model made changes in placements to
general education for individuals on a case-by-case basis when an individual student's
achievement suggested a likelihood that the student would benefit from education in
regular education classrooms (Good, Powell-Smith, & Shinn, 1996). According to
Fuchs' results, successful transfers into the general education classroom occurred in only
fifty percent of the student population with mild disabilities. Over 16% of this population
were unsuccessful; while mixed results occurred in the remaining thirty-three percent
(Good, Powell-Smith, & Shi1m, 1996). Educators began to think ofreasons why only
50% of the transitions were successful and how to solve this problem quickly.
The emphasis on special education as a place (i.e., a setting where students with
disabilities are educated) deflected attention away from the fact that special education
was a comprehensive process that involves major contributors to its success or failure
(Kavale & Glass, 1984). A significant part of the special education process was
represented in the beliefs and actions of general education. A major factor that has been
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recognized (Sarason, 1995) in the success or failure of a policy such as inclusion, is the
attitudes of the general education teachers (Kavale & Forness, 2000).
Responsible Inclusionary Practices
The decision to implement a school refom1 such as inclusion may occur at the
building, district, or state level, or at all three levels. However, the most influential of
these changes actually happens at the classroom level (Mamlin, 1999). Many reasons
contribute to whether or not inclusion succeeds or fails as a system of education. These
reasons include teacher training and/or readiness, time, lack of collaboration among
teachers, and instructional adaptations.
Teacher Training and/or Preparation. Research has indicated that when an
inclusive placement of special needs learners into the general education classroom
precedes adequate in-service training of general and special education teachers and
administrators, little to no benefit is experienced by either the schoo] system, or more
importantly, the students with or without disabilities (West & Idol, 1990). In studies on
teachers' attitudes towards and beliefs about inclusion, both Semmel, Abernathy, Butera,
and Lesar (1991) and Coates (1989) found that general education teachers did not seem
ready for inclusion. Statistical results of a study done by Liu and Pearson (2000)
compared years of teaching to perceptions ofreceiving adequate training. Teachers with
fewer years of teaching experience (64% teaching 1-3 years, 78% teaching 4 to 7 years
while 44% teaching 7-10 years and 43% teaching 10 or more years) felt that they did not
have adequate training for an inclusive classroom. One of the most needed areas of
training is knowledge of different categories of disabilities. Other specific training areas
include lesson modification, learning styles, teaching to different learning levels of
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students, characteristics of special education students in relation to the general education
students, time management, special education laws, and regulations and expectations.
Classroom teachers may feel abandoned, insufficiently supported, or inadequately
trained subsequent to placement of students with disabilities in their classroom (Salend,
1994). In fact, many classroom teachers do not receive adequate training for teaching
students with disabilities, and, as a result, are not confident in their knowledge and skills
for planning adaptations for these students (Schumm & Vaughn, 1992). In a survey by
Rowjewski and Pollard (1993), secondary classroom teachers reported unanimously that
their undergraduate degree did not adequately prepare them for the challenges of teaching
students with disabilities within their classroom.
These studies all indicate that general education classroom teachers feel
uncomfortable having students with mild mental retardation within their classrooms.
Before students with disabilities were placed into their classrooms, these teachers were
not given appropriate training for what to expect, how to accommodate, or how to
improve the socially unacceptable behaviors that some students may display. These
teachers were placed into these situations without any guidelines, knowledge, or aides.
Teachers, resource specialists, and consultants need to be trained in instructional areas
traditionally covered by special education (Stainback, 1984).
Too often regular education teachers have been taught to teach curriculum, not
students. When teaching individuals with mild mental retardation and their peers,
knowing how to pace lessons appropriately to meet the needs of all students within a
classroom is important. Also important is allowing a question and feedback time after
lessons, especially those containing new material. Lastly, engaging all students in
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lessons appropriately is important. While general education teachers know how to follow
all of these guidelines with their regular education students, they became frustrated when
trying to adapt these guidelines towards meeting the needs of all students in the
classroom. One general education teacher even conunented "I need a special education
degree" (Liu & Pearson, 2000, p. 6)! In spite of the overall negative position towards
full inclusion, the majority of teachers expressed the desire for professional development
in collaboration, modifying instruction, and identifying different needs of special
education students within their classrooms (Liu & Pearson, 2000).
Time. Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) examined general education teachers'
perceptions of inclusion. Their findings indicated that although about two thirds of the
general educators supported the placement of students with disabilities in general
education classrooms, only one third or fewer of the teachers reported that they had the
time to implement inclusion effectively. Without an increase in time for pla1ming and
teaching, the effort to explore responsible inclusionary practices becomes even more
difficult (Malloy, 1997).
Collaboration. Collaborative efforts between special education and general
education personnel are particularly important in creating responsible inclusionary
programs. Research has indicated that teachers, both general and special education, lack
professional training in working collaboratively to meet the instructional needs of
students with disabilities (Bergren, 1997). Jenkins and Pious (1991) asserted that in
successful inclusive settings the distinction between special education and general
education staff diminished, and the understanding that teachers have responsibility for all
students increased (Mamlin, 1999). According to Liu and Pearson (2000), a greater
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percentage of new teachers (71%) and teachers with 7 to 10 years of teaching (87.5%)
valued collaborative teaching more highly than teachers with four to six years of teaching
(46%) and teachers with 10 or more years of teaching (61%). Educational activities in
which collaborative teachers significantly rated greater increases in engaged time than
regular teachers included: prereferral planning, providing behavior instruction,
identifying academic needs, communication among staff, monitoring progress, and
evaluation of individual and program effectiveness (Marston & Reistad, 1994).
Collaboration among teachers has been found to lessen teacher anxiety about inclusion
(Salend & Duhaney, 1999). The benefits for teachers to collaborate include the
opportunity to teach students with a full range of learning abilities, to feel less isolated,
and to observe positive change in students with and without disabilities.
Instructional Adaptations. One important aspect of helping students with
disabilities become successful in inclusive settings is the use of instructional adaptations
that facilitate student learning (Friend & Bursuck, 1996). Glaser provided this initial
concept in 1977. Glaser's view considers instrnctional adaptations as a process of
choosing and applying an appropriate teaching action, after an appropriate assessment is
given, and when previous lessons are unsuccessful (Scott, Vitale, & Masten, 1998).
Instructional adaptations require teachers to implement alternative teaching actions
including modifying assig1m1ents, materials, testing procedures, and grnding criteria.
These also include varying presentation styles, group sizes, and feedback techniques in
order to enlrnnce the success of students with disabilities in general education settings
(Scott, Vitale, & Masten, 1998). Although implementing instructional adaptations is a
primary method for accommodating the needs of special education students, researchers
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have found that undifferentiated, large group teaching is the norm in general education
classrooms (Baker & Zigmond, 1990).
Glaser's view of instructional adaptations can be broken down into categories
which include modifying instruction, modifying assignments, teaching learning skills,
altering instructional materials, altering curriculum, varying instructional grouping,
enhancing behavior, and facilitating progress monitoring. Modifying instruction occurs
when teachers adjust the pace to individual learners, give immediate feedback, and lower
difficulty levels. Breaking tasks into smaller steps, shortening assignments, and lowering
difficulty level occurs in modifying assigmnents. Teaching learning skills relates to study
skills, note-taking techniques, learning strategies, and test-taking skills. Altering
instructional materials describes using an alternative material such as taping textbooks
and using supplementary aids. By altering the curriculum, the teacher is essentially
lowering the difficulty of the course content. Varying instructional grouping implies
using peer tutoring and cooperative groups. Praise, offering encouragement, using
contingency contracts, and token economies are examples of techniques used to enhance
behavior. Lastly, facilitating progress monitoring includes reading tests orally, giving
extended test-taking time, giving frequent, shorter quizzes, allowing test retakes, and
modifying grading criteria.
In the mid-1990s, Glaser introduced a program to promote the successful
integration of individuals with mild mental retardation into the general education using
instructional adaptations. Classwide peer tutoring (Dawson, Delquadri, Greenwood,
Hamilton, Ledford, Mortweed, Reddy, Utley, & Walker, 1999) was established to
address the lack of class time during which students were actively engaged in activities

..
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that facilitated academic achievement and promoted social interaction among students
with disabilities and their non-disabled peers. In order for this program to accomplish its
main goals, successful adaptations to the general education classroom were made. These
adaptations included teacher-directed group formats, increased levels of student
engagement, student teacher interactions, appropriate pacing of lessons, questioning and
feedback opportunities, and the structured use of peers as tutors. Before the
implementation of this program, Dawson, et al. (1999) found that those classified as
mildly mentally retarded spent less than fifty percent of their reading period in self
contained settings engaged in behaviors facilitating gains in literacy such as reading
aloud and writing. After the intervention of using reintegration from those self-contained
classrooms into the general education classrooms during reading, Dawson et al. (1999)
found that classwide peer tutoring improved the literacy abilities of those students with
mild mental retardation. This program was successfully used to increase academic
achievement in math, reading, and spelling for general education students as well as those
with mild disabilities. Classwide peer tutoring was also successful in increasing the time
each student, including those with mild disabilities, remained engaged in the activities at
hand. In ordinary teacher-led instruction, 33% of the students with mi Id mental
retardation remained on-task. However, classwide peer tutoring increased this time on
task to 56% (Dawson, Delquadri, Greenwood, Hamilton, Ledford, Mortweed, Reddy,
Utley & Walker, 1999). Classwide peer tutoring is an effective instructional strategy for
improving academic outcomes for both general education students and students with mild
mental retardation.

I'
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While classwide peer tutoring may be an effective tool to use within the regular
education classroom to include special needs students, other problems exist. Regular
educators may not be individualizing their instruction. In fact, the very existence of
special education students in the regular education classroom has only contributed to a
more entrenched view on the part of regular education that curriculum and standards are
written and set with firm expectations (Liebennan, 1985). The real problem occurs when
individualized services are forgotten and classwide services are provided. In a study
conducted by Jayanthi, Epstein, Polloway, and Bursuck (1996), teacher utilization rates
for instructional adaptations ranged from only 8% who allowed word processors to 85%
of teachers who gave individual help with directions during tests. In a similar study,
Scott, Vitale, and Masten (1998) revealed that 50% or fewer of the teachers used
approximately half of the modifications. Overall, research findings indicate a gap
between classroom teachers' perceived acceptability of instructional adaptations and their
actual practices in implementing them.
Desirability vs. Feasibility. Teacher acceptability refers to the extent to which
classroom teachers view adaptive strategies as effective, reasonable, fair, easy to use,
consistent with their own teaching styles, and appropriate for their setting (Kazdin, 1980).
Two broad dimensions occur when determining teacher acceptability: desirability of the
adaptations and feasibility of implementation. In several studies, results have indicated
that teachers' beliefs about desirability were consistent. Schumm and Vaughn ( 1991)
found that all 30 adaptive strategies considered by teachers received high desirability
ratings. Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Wotrubam and Nania (I 990) studied fifteen K-12 teachers
who rated their instructional adaptations as extremely desirable. Taken into account
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when researching the reasonableness of these instructional adaptations was the
practicality or ease of use of implementation, given the knowledge and skills of teachers,
the time and effort involved, and the resources provided to the teachers. In these studies,
again the results were consistent. Ellett (1993) found that teachers rated their strategies as
highly desirable, yet not reasonable. Schumm and Vaughn (1991) found that adaptations
were considered desirable, but not feasible. Overall, a general inconsistency between
teachers' high acceptability ranking of instructional adaptations and their actual practices
in implementing them exists (Scott, Vitale, & Masten, 1998).
Factors affecting the levels of implementation of instructional adaptations are
teacher characteristics and school support. Yessldyke, et al. (1990) found that elementary
teachers responded to the desirability and ability to use instructional adaptations in a
more positive manner than did secondary teachers. Noteworthy is that the higher the
grade the participants taught, the more likely they were to find modifying assigmnents
more difficult for special education students than for general education students in the
same class (Liu & Pearson, 2000). Years of teaching experience also had an impact on
the implementation of adaptations. Both Munson ( 1986) and Bender and Ukeje ( 1989)
reported that as the years of teaching experience increased, the number of reported
modifications decreased slightly. The results of two studies conducted by Myles and
Simpson (1989, 1992) indicate substantial differences between actual and preferred
support services exist. In their study, 78% of the teachers requested additional specialist
consultation. Additionally, 55% of respondents requested more planning time (Scott,
Vitale, & Masten, 1998). Schumm and Vaughn (1995) specified items identified as
barriers to making accommodations for students with disabilities: time consuming in
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respect to teacher plaiming and preparation, difficult to implement while trying to
maintain classroom order, compromising the content and pacing of instruction for
average or high-achieving students, bringing undue attention to students with learning
challenges, and not preparing students for the "real world" where few accommodations
are made. According to Scott, et al. (1998) five key implications, based on the utilization
of adaptive strategies in general education, can be identified:
(1) Undergraduate and graduate training programs must be
designed to ensure that both preservice and inservice
teachers are prepared to implement instruction in
inclusionary environments (Jolmston, 1990).
(2) Schools must ensure that classroom teachers are
provided with whatever additional resources are
necessary to meet the needs of all students in general
education classrooms.
(3) General and special educators should share
responsibility for educating students with disabilities,
with their common goal being to provide an optimal
learning environment for all students.
(4) School systems should pursue initiatives that increase
classroom teachers' knowledge of empirically
documented best practices that promote learning for all
students, including those with disabilities (Schumm &
Vaughn, 1995).
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(5) Researchers should continue to study the complex
relationships among teachers' attitudes, backgrounds,
support variables, and the use of instructional strategies
that are recognized to meet the needs of students with
disabilities in general education settings (p. 216).
Effectiveness of Inclusion
The effectiveness of inclusion programs can be evaluated by considering the
PASS variables (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1997). PASS is an acronym describing effective
special education practices, regardless of setting. Prioritize objectives means to evaluate
the ctmiculum with respect to the constraints of time and content coverage. Adapting the
curriculum, methods, materials, and environment to meet the student's special needs is
significant. SCREAM is another acronym that means teachers must present adapted
educational objectives in the most effective manner possible if they are to benefit their
students; structure, clarity, redundancy, enthusiasm, appropriate rate, and maximizing
student engagement are the important variables to consider. Systematically evaluating
and monitoring the progress of prespecified goals and objectives should also occur. With
all four of these variables in place, any inclusion program should benefit the students
with mild disabilities. However, according to Scruggs and Mastropieri (1997), after
careful observation of each variable's implementation into separate inclusion programs, in
virtually every inclusion program studied, PASS variables were not being implemented.
Therefore, inclusion programs across the nation are inadequate in providing an
appropriate education to their students with disabilities, such as those students with mild
mental retardation.
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Does Inclusion Work for Students with Mild Mental Retardation?
Most full inclusionists are concerned primarily about students with mental
retardation, a group that constitutes about one-tenth of all students with disabilities
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). In general, current reform movements that stress higher, and
more inflexible, academic perfonnance requirements do not bode well for students with
mild to moderate disabilities (Mamlin, 1999). In a survey conducted by Liu and Pearson
(2000), more than 55% of the participating teachers perceived inclusion as a practice that
benefited special students socially, not academically. Furthermore, they perceived
inclusion as not producing a positive learning environment in the general education
classroom. However, in a study by the National Center for Educational Restructuring
and Inclusion in 1995, students with disabilities within an inclusive classroom were
found to have academic gains including improved performance on standardized tests,
mastery of their Individualized Education Program (IEP) goals, and higher grades, on
task behavior, and motivation to learn. This study also found that placement in an
inclusive program resulted in fewer incomplete assignments, more positive interactions
with peers, and improved attitudes toward school and learning. Baker and Zigmond
(1995) conducted similar research and found that many secondary students with
disabilities, especially in the ninth and tenth grades, experienced a higher rate of failure
when included into the regular education classroom. Similarly, the data for social
outcomes of students with mild mental retardation shows that no significant gains were
found. Sociometric data revealed that, although several students with disabilities were
very popular, others were not particularly popular. These findings also indicated the
acceptance of these students with disabilities was not associated with either their social
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competence or the number of social interactions initiated or received (Salend & Duhaney,
1999).
Regardless of what the research says, a small but influential group of advocates
for children with mental retardation reject the notion of the least restrictive environment,
claiming that schools have but two essential and related goals for children with
disabilities: improving their social competence and changing the attitudes of teachers and
students without disabilities (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). The ARC (formerly, the
Association for Retarded Citizens) believes that social interaction with nondisabled peers
is the appropriate education for students with disabilities, and that any placement outside
the regular classroom is inappropriate. Their reasoning behind this is that historically,
special education has been viewed as the regular educators "dumping ground" for
"undesirables" and unteachables," and that children with mental retardation are viewed
by teachers as the most undesirable pupils. Therefore, full inclusionists believe that
abolishing separate placements will force mainstream teachers to deal with children they
heretofore had avoided and, in the process, will transform regular classrooms into a more
humane system (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). Opposing this view on inclusion, critics argue
that immediate placement into a regular classroom may actually close the door on many
children's opportunities to learn to read and write, to go to college or vocational school,
to control their behavior, and to learn to like themselves, and become responsible and
productive citizens (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994).
Parent and Student Perceptions
While considering the appropriate placement for students, parent and student
suggestions should be considered. Thirty years ago parents were united in advocating for
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children with disabilities to have educational access to a variety of educational programs.
Today, however, this is not the case. Crockett and Kauffman (1998) found that not all
parents of children with disabilities view regular education classrooms in their
neighborhood as capable of providing meaningful opportunities to learn.
Jenkins and Heinen's (1989) survey research revealed that although the majority
of students with disabilities indicated a preference for receiving additional assistance
from their general education teachers, they generally preferred the type of special
education program they were presently receiving. Students with disabilities felt the
special education setting to be a more supportive, enjoyable, and quiet learning
environment in which they could receive the academic assistance and extra help they
needed. The students also considered inclusion unrealistic because they felt that it was
unreasonable to ask their general education teachers to adapt instruction to meet their
learning needs. Instructional methods and curriculum need to be geared individually
around every learner within the classroom as much as possible.
A New Reform Effort
Over the last decade have witnessed the emergence of a national movement to
improve educational outcomes for all students (IDRA, 1998). This movement was
spurred by increasing public concern involving the quality of public education being
provided to large numbers of U.S. students. This concern included government
sponsored reports such as A Nation at Risk (1983), which was one of the first documents
to trumpet the need for significant improvement in public schools. The National
Commission on Excellence in Education declared the United States "A Nation at Risk"
because of inadequate education. A Nation at Risk was a catalyst for revising the way
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schools educate students. A decade and a half later, the United States was declared "A
Nation Still at Risk" because of the prevalence of failing children (Fordham, 1999). This
document indicated that U.S. youngsters hold their own at the elementary level but falter
in the middle years and drop far behind their age appropriate peers in high school.
Following the heels of these early efforts were national and state-level reform initiatives
that for the most part included the creation of standards of performance.
Just when general education teachers were beginning to overcome their fears of
teaching within an inclusion classroom, another struggle was added to their agenda.
Worry about pacing, and engagement, coupled with also meeting the required standards,
has posed a challenge to many educators. The main problem facing the twenty-first
century is not inclusion practices, but rather the effects of standards within an inclusion
classroom.
Standards of Leaming
Educational reform is constantly providing new ammunition for debates. At an
educational summit in 1989, President George Bush called the nation's governors
together to address the direction of education in the nation. Six broad goals were
discussed, two of which specifically addressed expectations for increased achievement.
While states like California, Wisconsin, and Maryland were already developing academic
standards, this summit spurred other states to follow suit. In 1992, the National Council
on Education Standards and Testing took a critical look at the progress of the standards
setting movement and concluded that schools lacked ambitious standards; therefore,
funding was provided to encourage the development of state standards (US Department
of Education, 1996). In 1993, Promises to Keep was released by the National Goals
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Panel proposing criteria for setting standards that would guide states and districts in
developing their own content standards (Wheelock, 1995). In 1994, Goals 2000: Educate
America Act was proposed. Within this legislation, the National Education Standards
and Improvement Council was mandated to provide oversight to the development of
standards across the country and to provide a type of certification of the standards
developed by the states (Marzano & Kendall, 1996). In 1995, Ravitch, the Assistant
Secretary of Education, published National Standards in American Education: A
Citizen's Guide. She is credited as being the primary 'architect' of the modem standards
movement. Also in 1995, the American Federation of Teachers released Making
Standards Matter, designed to analyze the quality of the academic standards and drive
major changes within the schools (American Federation of Teachers, 1996).
As for the state of Virginia, in June 1995, the Virginia Board of Education
approved Standards of Leaming in four content areas. In Septemberl 997, the Board of
Education established new standards for accrediting public schools in Virginia that linked
statewide accountability tests to the standards and held students, schoo]s, and school
divisions accountable for results. These standards set clear and concise expectations for
what teachers should teach and what students should learn, and standards of learning
assessments provided a benchmark for measuring student performance and achievement
(VA Standards of Learning: Field Test, J 997). Although these legal and social changes
have resulted in important new services and protections for children with disabilities,
they have also brought about new challenges and problems (Mamlin & Harris, 1998).
The "content" of education is of extreme importance to the future of society. A
"content" standard in education is a statement that can be used to judge the quality of
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curriculum content and that can serve as a method of evaluation. Content standards
articulate the essential core of knowledge that students should master (Kendall &
Morzano, 1997). Content standards define the essence of all elements within education
that should apply to all students without regard to their career and academic plans.
According to Hill (2000), content standards can accomplish three primary goals: to give
students and teachers a clear and challenging target; to help focus energy and resources
on the bottom line i.e, student achievement; and to give everyone a tool for judging how
well students are learning and how well schools are performing. While these goals are
advantageous to the student, they may not be realistic and may cause serious trouble if
not implemented properly.
Like any other tool or remedy, content standards can be misused with unfortunate
results. Many of the problems with content standards arise because of misunderstandings
that occur when configuring what the standards are good for, and how they can be
effective (Council for Basic Education, 2000). Several ways exist in which content
standards are misunderstood and, in effect, misused. These five ways occur when content
standards determine the curriculum; each standard represents a unit of class time; more
standards automatically mean more class time; content standards automatically exclude
local content; and people believe content standards by themselves will improve the
system. When content standards become the sole component in determining the
curriculum, a substantial amount of instructional material is lost. A proper balance must
be sought. Standards should not be so minutely detailed that no other information can be
presented, yet, standards should not be so vague as not to provide any real direction at all
(Holdzkom, 2000). Mistake number two occurs when educators automatically assume
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that more standards equate to more time to teach these standards. In fact, the opposite is
true: more standards equate to less time to teach them appropriately. Individuals who
review content standards frequently count them up, divide them by the length of an
education, and point to how many minutes or hours students will have to learn them
(Holdzkom, 2000). This may seem like an appropriate manner to determine how large a
curriculum should be; however, some standards take longer than others for students to
grasp. Students may also be able to work on more than one standard at time. Therefore,
an inaccurate representation of standards equated to a particular time has occurred. The
third common mistake about content standards is the fact that in the midst of rushing to
accommodate to the standards, local content is forgotten. Content standards should
define what students should know or be able to do no matter where they live and go to
school, but part of any school's curriculum and class time can be set aside for lessons the
content standards do not cover (Holdzkom, 2000). Taken by themselves, content
standards will not improve the system. Content standards are not what teachers know
how to teach, they are not textbooks, and they are not tests. Until and unless they are
used to inform and coordinate the various elements of formal educational activity,
content standards will not have a significant effect on student learning (H.oldzkom, 2000).
The crisis in public education is often described in terms of academic standards.
The concern is that academic standards do not exist, or when they do, they are set so low
that they have become virtually meaningless (Bintz, 1998). William Bintz, a professor at
the University of Kentucky, suggested that problems in education do not disappear by
raising the standards, that educational reform isn't just about raising standards. His
theory is simply that in a three or more dimensional world, legislators and educators
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should not be focusing their attention on only one solution, but rather should be looking
at the whole picture. Similar to Bintz's comments, Covington (1996) attested that by
simply raising academic achievement standards and intensifying the stakes, the nation
does nothing to change the misplaced reasons for learning that have contributed so
heavily to poor academic achievement in the first place.
According to the National Education Summit of 1996, achievement standards are
best thought to be imposed equally on all children, irrespective of ability or circumstance
(Covington, 1996). Dignity is achieved through striving for excellence, not equivalency.
Striving for excellence is the most legitimate of all academic goals. Excellence is best
promoted when achievement standards are applied flexibly, according to the abilities and
experiences of each individual child. Individuals make the most of their ability when
they strive for goals that are near the upper bounds of their current competencies-just
enough of a challenge so that success is likely but not without hard work, and failure to
reach these goals is remedied by rewarded effort (Covington, 1996). An important
equation for excellence is the participation of the student as an active partner along with
the teacher in determining what are reasonable goals.
While excellence may be achieved within the classroom by applying standards to
meet individual needs, this excellence becomes "high stakes" when these standards are
tested. The results of these tests are often tied to school and/or individual student
accountability. Based upon their students' performance, teachers are also held
accountable in this "high stakes" race to raise test scores. In a survey done by McMillan,
Myran, and Workman (1999), 41% of elementary teachers indicated that the standards of
learning (SOL) had somewhat or extensive impact on their instruction and assessment in
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1997. This percentage increased to 76% in 1998. The role of teachers is changing from
being a relatively autonomous, independent, creative professional, to a more mechanical
and mundane dispenser of knowledge (McMillan, Myran & Workman, 1999). Teachers
are caught in a juggling act during this change, essentially affecting the instructional
adaptations made within the classroom,. Teachers are under pressure to cover course
material within a given period of time, and are judged by the test scores of their students,
not by how much the student has learned in the classroom (Maloney, 1994/95). Teachers
seem more interested in moving through the curriculum at the designated rate than in
ensuring their students were mastering information (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1997) one
teacher stated, "I felt compelled to move students along to the next SOL although
mastery had not occurred" (McMillan, Myran, & Workman, 1999, p.8). Another teacher
commented, "We were pushed to get as much taught before the test as possible ...we
were not teaching for understanding" (McMillan, Myran, & Workman, 1999, p.8).
Since 1989, states have been forming their own standards to impose on their
public school systems. What these states like about the standards is that they state clearly
and specifically what subject matter should be taught day to day at each grade level. This
makes standards easy for parents to understand, and gives teachers specific guidelines
when developing lesson plans. Like many states today, Virginia has sought to establish a
statewide curriculum that is closely aligned with its testing and accountability systems for
all public schools (Porter, 1999). Virginia's Standards of Learning (SOL) have been
received as a mixed blessing. On the one hand, the SOL lays out exactly what content to
cover in particular subject areas. On the other hand, a standard curriculum has been
found to stifle the teacher's sense of autonomy to try to new methods (Neapolitan, 1999).
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In her article, "Virginia's Version of Excellence," Patte Barth ( 1998) argued for two main
reasons that the Virginia standards will not work. While being asked to remember
hundreds of small biological details, students are not being taught how to knit all of these
details together into an organized pattern of information for recall in the future. Her
second major problem was that the Virginia standards' rigidity in requiring students to
meet standards at each grade level just exacerbates problems. She claimed that "the
children who are not getting it now will have an even more difficult time when both the
stakes and the pace are accelerated unless we also change the ways subject matter is
delivered" (Barth, 1998, p. 41).
Persons with mental retardation have the capacity to learn, to develop, and to
grow unless someone or something stands in their way (NICHCY, 2000). Students
classified with mild mental retardation demonstrate difficulty in focusing mainstream
attention, organizing information for recall, being active instead of passive learners,
initiating learning strategies, and generalizing learned skills (Beirne-Smith, Ittenbach, &
Patton, 1998). In teaching individuals with mental retardation, concrete materials that are
interesting, age-appropriate, and relevant to the students should be used; information and
instructions should be presented in small, sequential steps with frequent review; prompt
and immediate feedback should occur; tasks and skills should be taught that can be used
outside of the school setting; and instruction should be framed in a structured, sequenced
methodology. Other guidelines to incorporate into the curriculum to aid students with
mental retardation are guidance, modeling, practice, and feedback on appropriate learning
and social behaviors in inclusive classrooms (Allen & Burns, 1998). Because of these
educational implications, these students require a slower pace of learning and need more

Inclusion and the SOLs 36

involvement in lessons than do their non-disabled peers. However, when the pace of
learning is adjusted to meet the required standards for each grade level, what happens to
those students who are already behind? If students cannot now measure up to old,
presumably less demanding standards, increased demands seem pointless.
When Standards Are Not Met
Consequences are in place for many states that fail to meet the academic
standards required (Allegheny University of the Health Services, 1998). These
consequences can occur to any school within any particular school division. Probation or
watch lists mean that schools are given a cautionary notice that improvements must be
made within a certain time frame to avoid harsher consequences. Warnings are issued
from state educational agencies (SEA) info1111ing local officials of inadequate
performance or progress. A lack of adequate performance or progress in meeting goals
may lead to losing status granted tlu·ough state accreditation agencies. State agencies
may also remove the local school board and top district administrators with intermediate
governance provided by SEA officials. Another consequence occurs when low
performing districts lose their state financial aid. Lastly, dissolution may occur where the
entire school district or school goes under the supervision of the SEA.
Due to these consequences, school districts pressure their teachers and students to
raise their test scores. Teachers are held accountable for their students' test results and
students are held accountable to meet graduation requirements. However, the practice of
imposing sanctions on students who do not comply with prevailing academic standards is
such that success simply means avoiding punishment. As a result, students are driven to
learn for the wrong reasons. The public is often impatient for change, yet the quick fix
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embodied in intensification policy invariably focuses on easy solutions to problems,
which do not lend themselves easily to change.
Statement of the Purpose
Since 1990, a new initiative in education has occurred: full inclusion. Education
for all nondisabled and disabled peers now begins within a general education classroom.
New programs have been implemented into these classrooms to meet educational needs
for all students, as well as teaching needs for all teachers. With the introduction of the
Virginia Standards of Leaming, these successful programs have become limited due to
new demands and educational pressures. School divisions, schools, teachers and students
are now being bombarded with 'meeting the standards.'
While accountability may be deemed acceptable for general education students, it
may not be the answer for students with mild mental retardation. The greatest prevalence
of students with mild mental retardation within an inclusive classroom seems to be
concentrated within the elementary school setting. Due to the rigid demands of
legislation concerning the Standards of Learning, the education of these students suffers
causing these students to fall grade levels behind their nondisabled peers (Mamlin, 1999).
Because of this phenomenon, students with mild mental retardation may feel frustrated
and worthless, and endure low self-esteem, which eventually may cause them to drop out
of school (Mamlin & Harris, 1998). Inclusive, inadequate instructional approaches for
students with mild mental retardation threaten to marginalize special education from the
center of school reform, a phenomenon which emphasizes the importance of curriculum,
academic standards, and student and teacher accountability. Thus, the purpose of this
study is to investigate teacher perceptions about their students with mild mental
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retardation in meeting the standards of learning and the type of instructional
modifications, if any, they are using in this effort. More specifically, the following
questions will be addressed:
1. What percentage of students with mild mental retardation is in the elementary
school?
2. What percentage of students with mental retardation is in the middle school?
3. What percentage of students with mental retardation is in the high school?
4. What is the perception of teachers towards the standards of learning for
students with mild mental retardation?
5. Do general educators believe they provide adequate modifications for students
with mild mental retardation?
6. Do teachers feel that they provide modifications for students with mild mental
retardation under pressure?
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Method
Design and Subjects
A survey research method was used to collect data for this study. The subjects for
this study were elementary, middle, and high school general education classroom
teachers who either participated in the Southside Virginia Special Education Partnership
Grant Project or were current classroom teachers taking graduate courses at Longwood
College. These teachers also had taught or were currently teaching at least one student
with mild mental retardation included in the classroom. The total number of subjects in
the sample was 65.
Instrument
A survey questionnaire was used for this study (Appendix A). This questionnaire
contained 23 questions regarding regular education teacher's perceptions of inclusion.
The questionnaire was adapted by the researcher from a standardized instrument used in
two former students' theses. One of these instruments had been adapted by Schumm and
Vauglm (1991), the Adaptation Evaluation Instrument (AEI). The AEI consisted of 30
suggested instructional adaptations for students who were mainstreamed (McCormick,
1997) and (Schumm & Vaughn, 1991). Schumm and Vaughn established content
validity for their survey through a literature review and transcripts of focus group
interviews with teachers (McCormick, 1997).
Section I of the survey addressed demographic and experiential variables. Section
II addressed how regular education teachers felt about inclusion and issues that may have
accompanied the practice of including students with mild mental retardation in the
general education classroom. These questions also explored each teacher's perceptions
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concerning the prevalence of all students with mild mental retardation. All 16 items in
Section II used a 4-point Likert-scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
The questions worded positively (i.e. questions 11, 13-17, 19, 21-22, 24-26) were rated
as 1 strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 agree, 4 strongly agree. For those questions worded
negatively, questions 12, 18, and 23, the following values were established for scoring: 1
strongly agree, 2 agree, 3 disagree, 4 strongly disagree.
Procedure
A cover letter was sent to the director of the Southside Virginia Special Education
Partnership Grant Project asking permission for the researcher to distribute questionnaires
to all professors teaching within the grant (Appendix B). The researcher then handed
professors of these three partnership courses, surveys to distribute in class. However,
because one professor was not available, she was sent a separate letter and the
questimmaires were mailed to her (see Appendix C). These three professors then
distributed the surveys according to the guidelines specified by the researcher, assuring
confidentiality and voluntary participation. A cover letter and a copy of the survey were
provided to each teacher (Appendix D). Providing letters directly to the teachers
increased the probability that the study was distributed in accordance with the study's
outline, thus increasing the study's validity. Anonymity, confidentiality and voluntary
participation was assured.
The surveys were also distributed by the researcher to three Longwood College
professors who were teaching graduate courses containing current teachers. Professors
were asked to follow the same guidelines and assure confidentiality, anonymity, and
voluntary participation.
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Analysis of Data
The data were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistics.
Hypotheses were tested at .05 significance levels using !-tests and a Chi-square.
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Results
Questiom1aires were distributed to three professors participating in the Southside
Virginia Special Education Partnership Grant Project on January 18, 2001. Of the 65
surveys distributed, 32 were sent to the Southside Virginia Special Education Partnership
Grant Project, and 33 were sent to Longwood College professors teaching selected
graduate courses. Of the 32 sent to the Partnership Project, 14 (22%) were returned. Of
the 33 surveys sent to the Longwood College professors, 31 (94%) were returned. Of all
65 surveys distributed, 45 (69%) were returned and 33 (50%) were scorable. Of the 12
surveys which were not scorable, three were incomplete as more than 50% of the
questions were not answered. Nine surveys were completed by teachers who were not
general education teachers or who had never had a student with mild mental retardation
in their classroom. Of the 33 respondents, 7 (21.2%) were males and 26 (78.8%) were
females (see Table 1).
Of the 33 respondents, 27.3% (.D =9) were teaching the elementary school grades
K-5, 15.2% (.D = 5) were teaching the middle school grades 6-8, 36.4% (D. = 12) were
teaching the high school grades 9-12. Of those who circled the other category, 15.2% (D.
= 5), indicated teaching one of the following levels: Pre-K (.D = 3), not currently teaching
(.D =l), Pre-Kand Gifted Coordinator (.D = 1). An additional 6.1% (D. =2) indicated that
they were teaching two or more grade levels (see Table 1). Of al I the respondents (N =
33), 51.5% (.D = 17) had taught only one to five years, 6.1% (.D = 2) had taught six to ten
years, 12.1% (.D = 4) had taught 11-15 years, 15.2% (.D = 5) had taught 16-20 years, and
15.2% (!! = 5) had taught 21 or more years (see Table 1).
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In tenns of receiving coursework or workshops in adapting instruction for
students with mild mental retardation, 33.3% (n = 11) stated that they had received help
while 66. 7% (n = 22) stated they had not. Seventy-nine percent (n= 26) of the teachers
have made accommodations for students with mild mental retardation while 18% (!l = 6)
have not (see Table 2). The last respondent did not answer this question, accounting for
the remaining three percent.
Twenty-eight (85%) teachers from the total population (N = 33) had taught
students with mild mental retardation, and 16 (49%) were presently teaching students
with mild mental retardation. In regards to the general educators participation in the IEP
development of students with mild mental retardation, this question was omitted from
Table 2 because its wording was not specific in discussing the meaning of "development"
and only assumptions could be gathered.
Of the total population of respondents (N = 33), 30% (!l =20) stated that their
students with mild mental retardation had taken or were supposed to take the Virginia
Standards of Learning test with or without accommodations, while 64% (D. = 21) stated
that their students had not already or were not supposed to take the Virginia SOL test (sec
Table 2). Two (6%) respondents did not answer this question.
Teacher Perceptions of Prevalence of Students with Mild Mental Retardation Within the
Elementary School.
Of the 33 general education teachers who responded to this questionnaire, 18
(54.5%) agreed that the greatest prevalence of students with mild mental retardation was
in the elementary school. Six (18.2%) strongly agreed to this statement while 5 (15 .2%)

...
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disagreed and 1 respondent (3%) strongly disagreed. Three (9.1%) respondents did not
answer this question.
Teacher Perceptions of Prevalence of Students with Mild Mental Retardation Within the
Middle School.
Of the 33 general education teachers who responded to this questionnaire, 9
(27.3%) agreed that the greatest prevalence of students with mild mental retardation was
in the middle school. One (3%) strongly agreed to this statement while 18 (54.5%)
disagreed and 2 respondents (6.1 %) strongly disagreed. Three (9.1%) respondents did
not answer this question.
Teacher Perceptions of Prevalence of Students with Mild Mental Retardation Within the
High School.
Of the 33 general education teachers who responded to this questionnaire, 7
(21.2%) agreed that the greatest prevalence of students with mild mental retardation was
in the elementary school. Two (6.1%) strongly agreed to this statement while 16 (48.5%)
disagreed and 5 respondents (15.2%) strongly disagreed. Three (9.1°/ti) respondents did
not answer this question.
Hypothesis l. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of teachers towards
the standards of learning for students with mild mental retardation based on school level
presently teaching.
The hypothesis was tested using a two-tailed !-test for independent samples (see
Table 3). The degrees of freedom was 21.65. The t-obtained value was .66, which was
less than the critical value of! at 2.74, making this hypothesis not significant at the .05
level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained. That is, no significant difference
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exists between the school level presently teaching and the perceptions towards the
standards of learning for students with mild mental retardation.
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of teachers towards the
standards of learning for students with mild mental retardation based on number of years
teaching experience.
The hypothesis was tested using a two-tailed !-test for independent samples (see
Table 4). The degrees of freedom was 23.53. The t-obtained value was -1.35, which was
less than the critical value of 1 at 2.06, making this hypothesis not significant at the .05
level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained. That is, no significant difference
exists between the numbers of years teaching experience and the perceptions towards the
standards of learning for students with mild mental retardation.
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference between perceptions of feeling prepared
to teach students with mild mental retardation based on currently teaching students with
mild mental retardation or not presently teaching students with mild mental retardation.
The hypothesis was tested using a two-tailed !-test for independent samples (see
Table 5). The mean of those teachers who are presently teaching students with mild
mental retardation was 2.19 while the mean for those teachers who are not presently
teaching students with mild mental retardation was 2.75. The t-obtained value was higher
(t = -2.22) than the critical value of 1 at 2.04, allowing the hypothesis to be rejected at the
.05 significance level. That is, a significant difference exists between those teachers who
are and who are not presently teaching students with mild mental retardation and their
feelings of not being prepared to teach students with mild mental retardation. Those
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teachers who are not presently teaching students with mild mental retardation do not feel
prepared to teach students with mild mental retardation.
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in teacher perceptions on inclusion
based on years of teaching experience.
This hypothesis was tested using a two-tailed !-test for independent samples (see
Table 6). The mean of those teachers with ten or fewer years of experience was 2.7 4
while the mean for those teachers with 11 or more years of teaching experience was 2.00.
Using the equal variances not assumed category, the t-value for this test was 2.63 with
29.02 degrees of freedom. The significant level was .05. The hypothesis was rejected as
the critical value of 2.05 was less than the obtained value of 2.63. Therefore, those
teachers with ten or fewer years of teaching experience were more likely to favor the
concept of total inclusion for students with mild mental retardation than were teachers
with 11 or more years of teaching experience.
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of general education
teachers in providing adequate modifications for students with mild mental retardation
based on completed coursework.
This hypothesis was tested using a two-tailed !-test for independent samples (see
Table 7). The mean for those teachers who had previous coursework was 1.50 while the
mean for those teachers without previous coursework was 1.60. The !-value was -.30
with 5.06 degrees of freedom. The critical value was 2.571 which was greater than the
obtained value making this not significant at the .05 level. The null hypothesis was
retained. Therefore, no significant difference exists between previous coursework taken
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and perceptions of providing adequate modifications for students with mild mental
retardation.
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in the perception of prevalence of
students with mild mental retardation within the elementary school based on the
accommodations provided.
This hypothesis was tested using a two-tailed 1-test for independent samples (see
Table 8). Those teachers who do provide accommodations (rr = 26) had a mean of 2.58
while those who do not provide accommodations (rr = 6) had a mean of 3.33. Using the
variances not assumed category, because of the unequal respondent groups, the 1-value
was -2.43 with 18.68 degrees of freedom. The 1-value was significant at the .05 level.
That is, the hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, those teachers who are not providing
accommodations for their students with mild mental retardation feel that the greatest
prevalence of students with mild mental retardation is within the elementary school.
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference between the perception of feeling
pressured to provide adequate modifications for students with mild mental retardation
based on the gender of teachers.
2

This hypothesis was tested usjng a chi-square (X ) (see Table 9). The degrees of
freedom was 3. The X va\ue (9.291 a N =33) for the variable of fculing pros ·urcd l
provide adequate modifications was below the .05 level. That is, the hypothesis wa
rejected. Therefore, a statistically significant difference exists between males and
females, with males feeling pressured to provide adequate modifications.

Inclusion and the SOLs 48

Qualitative Analysis.
Questions regarding the type of coursework or workshops revealed that 7 (21 % )
respondents had taken courses in Psychology, Special Education, Project SOAR, Reading
Strategies, SOL remediation, and inservices.
Questions regarding the modifications used revealed that 18 (55%) respondents
utilized shortened assignments, extra help on tests, and small group instruction (see Table
10).
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Discussion
The results obtained from this study refute and confirm previous research
concerning similar topics. Such evidence would seem to suggest that the perceptions of
general educators regarding a few topics might have remained constant over the past
decade while others have changed. Educational reform may be one of many causes for
these changes over the decades. Hot issues change daily depending on the nation's
educational need. While inclusion continues to be a popular issue, the Standards of
Learning are now beginning to spark emotions for another educational reform. Since the
SOL are a recent issue, this study struggled to capture the true perceptions of general
educators towards their students with mild mental retardation.
No statistically significant difference was found for the perceptions of teachers
towards the standards of learning for students with mild mental retardation based on
school level presently teaching and years of teaching experience. Also, no statistically
significant difference was found for the perceptions of providing adequate modifications
for students with mild mental retardation based on the coursework completed. The
demographic variable, groups by grade level, was consistent with results found by
Schumm and Vaughn (1991) who reported that few differences existed.
The perceptions of general education teachers towards the Virginia Standards o[
Learning based on school level presently teaching were not significantly different. No
previous research has been done considering this topic; therefore, no suggested reasons
have been found for this result. The hypothesis was formulated taking into account how
teachers may feel pressured to increase student test scores in all grade levels. While a
consensus among the grade levels may have attributed to retaining the hypothesis, a
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significant difference was thought to have existed between the elementary level and the
middle and secondary levels due to graduation requirements.
No significant difference was found between the perceptions of general education
teachers towards the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) based on number of years of
teaching experience. Again no previous research was found either confirming or refuting
these results. This hypothesis assumed that teachers with more years of teaching
experience would feel threatened and/or not prepared to teach in accordance with the
SOL. Reasons for this assumption centered on the lack of adequate training in
cun-iculum adaptation and a resistance to new techniques.
The relationship between perceptions of preparedness to teach students with mild
mental retardation and current teaching status was statistically significant. This result
was consistent with the results found by West and Idol (1990). Their research indicated
that when an inclusive placement of special needs learners into the general education
classroom precedes adequate in-service training of general and special education teachers
and administrators, little to no benefit is experienced by either the school system or, more
importantly, the students with or without disabilities. Teachers who are not currently
teaching students with mild mental retardation have not been given appropriate training
for what to expect, how to accommodate, or how to improve the socially unacceptable
behaviors that some students may display. Therefore, these teachers may be placed into
these situations without any guidelines or important background knowledge.
Teachers, resource specialists, and consultants need to be trained in instructional
areas traditionally covered by special education (Stainback, 1984) in order for a
successful inclusion program to prevail. Research has indicated that teachers, both
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general and special education, lack professional training in working collaboratively to
meet the instructional needs of students with disabilities (Bergren, 1997). One question
addressed on the survey examined the importance of collaboration between the general
and special educator as perceived by the general education teacher. Seventy-three
percent indicated that they strongly agreed that collaboration was important while 24%
agreed and only 3% disagreed. As mentioned above, research has indicated that
collaboration is an important tool for general educators to learn and use in their
classrooms, especially when it pertains to students with mild mental retardation.
A major factor that has been recognized (Samson, 1995) in the success or failure
of a policy such as inclusion is the attitude of the general education teachers (Kavale &
Forness, 2000). In studies on teachers' attitudes towards and beliefs about inclusion, both
Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, and Lesar (1991) and Coates (1989) found that general
education teachers did not seem ready for inclusion. An inconsistency between previous
research and this study's results was found. Previous research has compared years of
teaching to perceptions on receiving adequate training for an inclusive classroom.
Teachers with fewer years of teaching experience (64% teaching 1-3 years), felt that they
did not have adequate training for an inclusive classroom as compared to those teachers
who had taught longer (43% teaching 10 or more years) (Liu & Pearson, 2000). These
results are not congruent with those found in this study, however. Teachers with 1-10
years of teaching experience (57.6%) favor inclusion more so than those with 11 or more
years of teaching experience (42.5%). With these results in mind, teachers who favor
inclusion should feel appropriately trained to teach students with disabilities.
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No significant differences were found in the relationship between the perceptions
of providing adequate modifications for students with mild mental retardation based on
previous coursework. This result was consistent with previous research by Baker and
Zigmond (1990). Although implementing instructional modifications is a primary
method for accommodating the needs of special education students, researchers have
found that undifferentiated, large group teaching is the norm in most general education
classrooms. Even after taking courses in instructional adaptations, Schwnm and Vaught1
(1991) found that teachers considered most adaptations desirable, but not feasible.
Overall, a general inconsistency exists between teachers' high acceptability ranking of
instructional adaptations and their actual practices in implementing them (Scott, Vitale, &
Masten, 1998). Therefore, teachers with or without previous coursework in instructional
adaptations are not providing adequate modifications for students with mild mental
retardation.
One of the reasons cited by researchers in the past for teachers' reluctance in
making adequate modifications was time constraints. Scruggs and Mastropieri ( 1996)
examined general education teachers' perceptions of inclusion. Their findings indicated
that although about two thirds of the general educators supported the placement of
students with disabilities in general education classrooms, only one third or fewer of the
teachers reported that they had the time to implement inclusion effectively by providing
adequate modifications that supported an individualized learning enviromnent. In a study
conducted by Schumm and Vaughn (1995), specified items were identified as barriers to
making accommodations for students with disabilities: time consuming in respect to
teacher planning and preparation, difficult to implement while trying to maintain
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classroom order, compromising the content and pacing of instruction for average or high
achieving students, bringing undue attention to students with learning challenges, and not
preparing students for the "real world" where few accommodations are made. Based
upon previous research evidence, this thesis found no significant differences between
providing adequate modifications for students with mild mental retardation based on
preparedness to teach these students, school level presently teaching, number of years
teaching experience, gender, and/or comsework previously taken.
Although no previous research could be found addressing the perceptions of
general educators towards the prevalence of students with mild mental retardation based
on the school level presently teaching, the results of this study indicate that no significant
difference was found. A reason for this result may be the fact that the sample size for this
study was taken from rural counties located in Southern Virginia. In a majority of these
counties, only one elementary school, one middle school, and one high school exist. This
arrangement allows for a close knit community among teachers. These teachers may
share common views because of their close relationships, which may have result d in the
retainment of this hypothesis.
The relationship of perceptions of prevalence of students with mi Id mental
retardation within the elementary school based on accommodations provided did reveal a
statistically significant difference, however. Teachers who do not provide
accommodations for their students with mild mental retardation may suggest that they do
not provide accommodations because of time constraints or inadequate training. These
teachers may feel that the greatest prevalence of students with mild mental retardation
occurs in the elementary school because of the instructional demands of the Virginia
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Standards of Leaming. With time constraints already on these teachers, providing
adequate modifications and adequate instruction to the SOL may be impossible.
According to the research of Mamlin ( 1999), the greatest prevalence of students
with mild mental retardation within an inclusive classroom seems to be concentrated
within the elementary school setting. Due to the rigid demands from the Standards of
Leaming, the education of these students suffers causing these students to fall grade
levels behind their nondisabled peers. Because of this phenomenon, students with mild
mental retardation feel frustrated and worthless, and endure low self-esteem, which may
eventually cause them to drop out of school (Mamlin & Harris, 1998). Baker and
Zigmond (1995) conducted similar research and found that many secondary students with
disabilities, especially in the ninth and tenth grades, experienced a higher rate of failure
when included into the regular education classroom. Therefore, a connection between
teachers who do not provide adequate modifications and their perceptions that the
greatest prevalence of students with mild mental retardation is within the elementary
school can be found.
A significant difference was also found between providing modifications under
pressure based on gender. Males felt pressured to provide adequate modifications for
students with mild mental retardation more so than did females. Consistent with results
by Schumm and Vaughn (1991), this thesis indicated that a greater population of female
teachers exists. With this difference in gender population, males may feel a reluctance to
discuss modification issues with the opposite sex; therefore, they may feel more pressure
when deciding on a modification plan of action and/or implementation.
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Comments from surveys in regard to modifications provided were
congruent with those Glaser had suggested in 1977. Glas�r's instructional adaptations
were broken down into categories which included modifying instruction, modifying
assignments, teaching learning skills, altering instructional materials, altering curriculum,
varying instructional grouping, enhancing behavior, and facilitating progress monitoring
(Scott, Vitale, & Masten, 1998). In comparison to Glaser's adaptation categories, general
educators indicated modified assigmnents (i.e. modifyin5 assignments), extra help on
tests (i.e. facilitating progress monitoring), modified cuniculum/tutoring (i.e. altering
curriculum), small group/individualized instruction (i.e. varying instructional
programming), modified materials (i.e. altering instructional materials), positive verbal
feedback (i.e. enhancing behavior), preferential seating (i.e. enhancing behavior), and IEP
(i.e. facilitating progress monitoring).
Limitations of the Study
Several factors limit the generalization of results from this study. A pilot study was
not conducted; therefore, clarity of questions to the respondents is uncertain. The three
questions concerning teacher perceptions of prevalence were problematic to several
respondents, who either left those questions blank or wrote question marks beside thern.
Three surveys were returned with two answers per question, which may be a result of the
four-point Likert scale used. For example, both disagree and agree were circled for only
one question. This was problematic because the researcher had to throw out that question
from the respondents survey, in one case causing the entire survey to be put aside because
less than 50% of the questions had been answered. The low percentage of scorable
surveys may have had an effect on the generalization of the results.
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The final limitation of this study concerned question# 10 on the survey. The wording
of this question may have caused some confusion to teachers as it was not specific. An
estimated percent in participating in the IEP of students with mild mental retardation may
have been inferred as the IEP of all students with mild mental retardation or only one
student with mild mental retardation. Participation may have been viewed as sitting in
the IEP meeting or sitting in the IEP meeting discussing the individual student or even
leading the IEP meeting. Therefore, this question was omitted from Table 2 because the
results from this question may have been based on assumption and not on fact.
Additional Areas for Future Research
A pilot study should be conducted prior to the beginning ofresearch to locate the
confusing wording of questions. A five-point Likert scale should be used in place of the
four-point Likert scale to eliminate the possibility of obtaining two answers per question.
A larger sample should be used to improve the generalization of the results. Questions
should be specific in detailing what the researcher is intending to find from each
question.
Two results of this study in which no previous research was found may be valuable
for further study. These two areas are why males feel more pressured to provide
adequate modifications for students with mild mental retardation and why those general
educators who do not provide instructional modifications feel that the greatest prevalence
of students with mild mental retardation occurs within the elementary school. An
additional area for future research exists in adapting this survey to specify all students
with mild disabilities instead of only those students with mild mental retardation.
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Appendix A
Survey Questionnaire for General Education Teachers
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Inclusion Survey: General Education Teachers
Section I
Directions: Please circle the most appropriate answer:
Definitions:

Students with Mild Mental Retardation - Students who have been
identified and found eligible for special education services must have
significantly sub average intellectual functioning, an impainnent resulting
from an injury, disease, or abnormality that existed before age 18, and
have an impairment in adaptive abilities, and have an IQ level of
approximately 50-55 to 70.
Inclusion - Students with mild mental retardation spend 80% or more of
their educational time within the regular education classroom, and 20% or
less within a pull out program.
Instructional modifications - modifying assignments, materials, testing
procedures, grading criteria, varying presentation styles, group sizes, and
feedback techniques in order to enhance the success of students with mild
mental retardation in general education settings.

1. School Level Presently Teaching:
a. Elementary K-5
b. Middle 6-8
C. High School 9-12
d. Other
2. Number of Years Teaching:
a. 1-5
b. 6-10
C. 11-15
d. 16-20
e. 21+
3. Gender:
a. Male
b. Female
4. Please list all areas in which you are licensed.
a.
b.
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5. Have you had any coursework or workshops in adapting instruction for students with
mild mental retardation?
a. Yes
b. No
Sa. If yes, please describe. _______________________
6. Have you ever taught students with mild mental retardation in your classroom?
a. Yes
b. No
7. Have you ever made modifications for students with mild mental retardation in your
classroom?
a. Yes (Please specify ________ _ __ ___________/
b. No
8. Are you presently teaching students with mild mental retardation in your classroom?
a. Yes
b. No
9. Are/Did any of your students with mild mental retardation participating/participate in
the Virginia Standards of Learning testing with or without accommodations?
a. Yes
b. No
l 0. To what estimated percent did you participate in developing the Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) for your students with mental retardation.
a. 80-100%
b. 60-79%
C. 40-59%
d. 20-39%
e. under 19%
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Section II
Directions: Please circle which answer best describes your perceptions on inclusion.
Key:

SD= Strongly Disagree

D= Disagree

A= Agree

SA= Strongly Agree

11. I agree with the total inclusion of all students with mild
mental retardation in the general education classroom... SD

D

A

SA

12. Not all students with mild mental retardation can
be included in the regular education classroom............ SD

D

A

SA

13. Students with mild mental retardation benefit
academically from the regular education classroom...... SD

D

A

SA

14. The greatest prevalence of students with mild mental
retardation in the general education classroom can be
found in elementary school.................................... SD

D

A

SA

15. The greatest prevalence of students with mild mental
retardation in the general education classroom can be
found in middle school. ....................................... SD

D

A

SA

16. The greatest prevalence of students with mild mental
retardation in the general education classroom can be
found in high school ............................................SD

D

A

SA

17. Inclusion is the best way to meet a child's needs......... SD

D

A

SA

18. I do not feel prepared to teach students with miId
mental retardation in my classroom......................... SD

D

A

SA

19. I do provide/have provided adequate instructional
modifications for my students with mild mental
retardation...................................................... SD

D

A

SA

20. I feel pressured to provide adequate modifications
because of the Standards of Leaming .......................SD

D

A

SA

21. I believe that the Standards of Learning benefit my
students with mild mental retardation academically
in the classroom................................................ SD

D

A

SA

22. I believe that the Standards of Learning allow my
students with mild mental retardation many
opportunities to master the content........................... SD

D

A

SA
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23. I believe that the Standards of Learning hinder any
academic gains for my students with mild mental
retardation....................................................... SD

D

A

SA

24. I have adequate time to ensure student mastery
of the Standards of Learning.................................. SD

D

A

SA

25. Collaboration among the general education and
special education teacher is important....................... SD

D

A

SA

26. I feel properly supported by my school administration
to address any concerns about inclusion..................... SD

D

A

SA
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Appendix B
Cover Letter to the Director of the Southside Virginia Special Education Partnership
Grant Project
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Heather G. Duffy
(address)
(phone)
January 18, 2001
Dear Jackie Jones,
I am a graduate student at Longwood College, and am currently working on my Masters
Thesis. I am requesting permission to conduct a survey that will be handed out to all
teachers in the Southside Virginia Special Education Partnership Grant Project.
The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of general educators towards the
educational placement of students with mild mental retardation within the general
education classroom and the implications, if any, that the Virginia Standards of Learning
have on instructional modifications. All infonnation will be kept confidential and
anonymity will be ensured. The survey will take no more than 10 minutes to complete
and participation will be voluntary.
Please distribute the enclosed surveys to all teachers who would like to participate i. n this
study. Thank you for your time and cooperation.
Sincerely yours,
Heather Duffy

Inclusion and the SOLs 73

Appendix C
Cover Letter to Professor, Southside Virginia Special Education Partnership Grant
Project
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Heather Duffy
(address)
(phone)
January 18, 2001
Dear Professor,
I am a graduate student at Longwood College, and am currently working on my Master's
Thesis. I have received permission from Jackie Jones, Director of the SPED Partnership
Project to conduct this survey. I would appreciate your assistance in distributing my
Inclusion Questionnaire Survey forms for the purposes of collecting data that will aid in
the completion of my thesis. I have enclosed twenty-three surveys to be distributed. The
completion of this survey should take no longer than five minutes. Here is a guideline
that you may follow in order to ensure validity for my results:
1. Only general education teachers should take this survey. Music, Art, Physical
Education, Drama, etc., and provisionally licensed teachers are allowed to take this
survey. As I am currently working on my Master's in Special Education, I am
attempting to obtain the opinions of only regular education teachers for my future
endeavors.
2. Please ask all general education teachers to complete every question. I must throw
out any incomplete surveys for the purposes of validity.
3. Please inform teachers that any wording changes or marks on this survey other than
those specified in the directions may corrupt my results.
4. Lastly, please thank all teachers for their participation in this survey.
I thank you immensely for your willingness to allow for my surveys to be completed in
your class. If you would place the completed surveys in the original envelope and hand
them back to Jackie, I would greatly appreciate this. Thank you for your cooperation and
time.
Sincerely,
Heather Duffy
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Appendix D
Cover Letter to Teachers involved in the Southside Virginia Special Education
Partnership Grant Project and Longwood Graduate Courses
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Heather G. Duffy
(address)
(phone)
January 18, 2001
Dear Teacher,
I am a graduate student at Longwood College in Farnwille, Virginia. I am currently
working on my Masters Thesis. I have received pennission from your director to conduct
this survey in your program.
The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of general educators towards the
educational placement of students with mild mental retardation within the general
education classroom and the implications, if any, that the Virginia Standards of Learning
has on instructional modifications. All information will be kept confidential and you will
be given anonymity. The survey will take no more than 10 minutes to complete and
participation from you is completely voluntary.
Your cooperation is very important to the completion of this study. Please complete the
survey as per the directions of your instructor. Thank you for your cooperation and
assistance.
Sincerely,
Heather Duffy
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Table l
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic and Experiential Variables Regarding All
Subjects
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Table 1
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic and Experiential Variables Regarding All
Subjects
Variable

%

School Level Presently Teaching
Elementary K-5

9

27.3

Middle 6-8

5

15.2

High School 9-12

12

36.4

Other

5

15.2

Two or More Levels

2

6.1

1-5

17

51.5

6-10

2

6.1

11-15

4

12.1

16-20

5

15.2

21+

5

15.2

Male

7

21.2

Female

26

78.8

11

33.3

Number of Years Teaching

Gender

Licensure
Pre K-8
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High School

12

36.4

Table 1 continued
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic and Experiential Variables Regarding All
Subjects

N=33

Variable

!l

%

Grades 4-7

2

6.1

Guidance/Business Administration

4

12.1

Elementary and High School

2

6.1
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Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic and Experiential Variables Regarding
General Education Teachers
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Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic and Experiential Variables Regarding
General Education Teachers
n

%

Yes

11

33.3

No

22

66.7

Yes

28

84.8

No

5

15.2

Yes

26

78.8

No

6

18.2

Yes

16

48.5

No

17

51.5

Yes

10

30.3

No

20

60.6

Variable
Coursework or Workshops

Have taught students with MMR

Made modifications

Presently Teaching student with MMR

SOL participation

N = 33
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Table 3
Relationship of Perceptions Towards the Virginia Standards of Leaming Based on the
School Level Presently Teaching
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Table 3
Relationship of Perceptions Towards the Virginia Standards of Learning Based on the
School Level Presently Teaching

Group

n

'X

SD

t

tcv

Pre-K-Elementary

13

11.23

1.36

.66

2.07

Middle -High School

17

10.94

1.03

12 < .05
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Table 4
Relationship of Perceptions Towards Standards of Learning Based on Number Years of
Teaching Experience
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Table 4
Relationship of Perceptions Towards Standards of Learning Based on Number Years of
Teaching Experience

Group

n

l-10 years

18

10.83

1.15

11-21+

12

11.42

l.16

Q < .05

t

tcv

-1.35

2.06
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Table 5
Relationship of Perceptions of Preparedness to Teach Students with Mild Mental
Retardation Based on Current Teaching Status
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Table 5
Relationship of Perceptions of Preparedness to Teach Students with Mild Mental
Retardation Based on Current Teaching Status

'X

SD

16

2.19

.91

16

2.75

.45

Group

!!

Presently Teaching
Not Presently Teaching

*12 < .05

t
*-2.22

1cv

2.04
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Table 6
Relationship of Perceptions oflnclusion Based on Years of Teaching Experience
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Table 6
Relationship of Perceptions oflnclusion Based on Years of Teaching Experience

Group

.!l

One to Ten Years

19

Eleven or More Years

13

*Q < .05

SD

t

tcv

2.74

.87

*2.63

2.05

2.00

.70
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Table 7
Relationship of Perceptions of Modifications Based on Coursework Completed
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Table 7
Relationship of Perceptions of Modifications Based on Coursework Completed

Group

!J.

Had Coursework

4

No Coursework

10

p < .05

'X

SD

t

!CV

1.50

.58

-.30

2.571

1.60

.52
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Table 8
Relationship of Perceptions of Prevalence of Students with Mild Mental Retardation
within the Elementary School Based on Accommodations Provided
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Table 8
Relationship of Perceptions of All Respondents of Prevalence of Students with Mild
Mental Retardation within the Elementary School Based on Accommodations Provided

Group

SD

Made Accommodations

26

2.58

1.17

No Accommodations

6

3. 33

.52

t

*-2.43

!CV

2.10
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Table 9
Relationship of Perceptions of Modifications Based on Gender
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Table 9
Relationship of Perceptions of Modifications Based on Gender

Group

Gender
Male
Female

*Q

< .05

3

*9.29

7.81
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Table 10
Frequencies and Percentages of Comments by General Educators
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Table 10
Frequencies and Percentages of Comments by General Educators

Variable

!l

%

Modified Assignments

8

32%

Extra Help on Tests

6

24%

Modified Curriculum/Tutoring

4

16%

Small Group/Individualized Instruction

2

8%

Modified Materials

2

8%

Positive Verbal Feedback

4%

Preferential Seating

4%

IEP

4%

Total

25

100%

